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ABSTRACT
Writing by South African intellectuals on the problem of censorship
tends to be fragmentary and dated. Creative writers have continued to
document the effect of censorship upon their work, but the heyday
for academic commentators on the subject was the late 1970s and early
1980s, as shown by the references to this paper. The reasons for this
can only be speculated. Academics possibly felt that no further original
thought could be given to the problem or the effect of censorship was
such as to drive them into lines of enquiry unaffected by the system.
Alternatively, the liberalization of the late 1970s, when the exemptions
regarding library control of certain banned books were put in place,
eased the problem sufficiently for enough academics. The decline in
written academic criticism of censorship could thus mean its gradual
diminution. The purpose of this survey is to construct a model typifying
the censorship problem of a decade ago to act as a yardstick by which
to measure its impact today.
INTRODUCTION
The idea for this survey arose from experience as an academic librarian
at the crucial junction in the censorship system between the local
demands of South African law, and historical, philosophical, and
international concepts of human freedom and responsibility. Each
transaction involving a banned book-simple or complicated, successful
or unsuccessful, depending on the legislation involved-reminds the
politically alert librarian that she/he is acting as an agent of the state
and as an intellectual police officer-an uncomfortable position for
a person dedicated to more universal values. An investigation of
secondary sources showed that academics, and to a lesser degree
librarians, had commented from time to time on this situation without,
however, systematizing or quantifying the problem. There tended instead
to be a reliance upon personal impression and opinion, processes not
to be despised and, indeed, a valuable starting point for more structured
investigation. A pilot study was undertaken with the University of Natal
(Merrett, 1986b) which led to the project described here. (See Table 1
for a list of abbreviations used in this report.)
TABLE 1
ABBREVIATIONS USED IN THIS REPORT
UNIBO University of Bophuthatswana, Mmabatho
UCT University of Cape Town, Rondebosch
UDW University of Durban-Westville, Westville
UFH University of Fort Hare, Alice
UND University of Natal, Durban
UNP University of Natal, Pietermaritzburg
UNIN University of the North, Turfloop
UOFS University of the Orange Free State, Bloemfontein
UPE University of Port Elizabeth, Port Elizabeth
PUCHE Potchefstroom University for Christian Higher Education,
Potchefstroom
UP University of Pretoria, Pretoria
RAU Randse Afrikaanse Universiteit, Johannesburg
RHODES Rhodes University, Grahamstown
UNISA University of South Africa, Pretoria
US University of Stellenbosch, Stellenbosch
UNITRA University of Transkei, Umtata
VENDA University of Venda, Sibasa
UWC University of the Western Cape, Bellville
WITS University of Witwatersrand, Johannesburg
UZ University of Zululand, Ngoye
It is usual in South African educational circles to categorize these universities as follows:
(a) The open universities: UCT, UND/UNP, RHODES, UWC (formerly an ethnic
university), and WITS, all committed to academic freedom with regard to admissions,
teaching, employment, and research.
(b) The Afrikaans universities: UOFS, UPE (which is nominally bi-lingual), PUCHE,
UP, RAU, UNISA (a correspondence university, which teaches in both English and
Afrikaans), and US.
(c) The ethnic or Black universities: UNIBO, UDW (considered by some to be a candidate
for open status), UFH, UNIN, UNITRA, VENDA, and UZ (all of which were founded
to serve one specific ethnic group)
Purpose of Censorship
Commentators have generally been forthright in their assessment of
the purpose of censorship. It has been seen as a form of tyranny over
speech, writing, and thought designed to ensure conformity within
boundaries drawn by the state; in other words, "a political creation
erected to strengthen the State in its resistance to change" (Hugo, 1970,
p. 13). McDonald (1983) summarized the phenomenon as follows:
"censorship legislation arises out of a political process, serves political
ends, and is most often directly concerned with political issues" (p.
64). It is in the interests of an insecure state to encourage confident
assertions rather than questions in such a way as to cover up the truth
and impose the mass values of bureaucrats owing allegiance to a
particular ideology. Russell (1979) asks the ironic question why, in view
of the Publication Act's concern to avoid harming relations between
different sections of the community, no government publications are
listed in Jacobsen's Index. Brink (1980) and Beekman (1980) see
censorship in more graphic terms-i.e., as state neurosis which develops
into the institutionalized violence of imposed silence so as to perpetuate
a status quo. Thus, apartheid requires intellectual repression in order
to survive. It is a tool to be used by the authoritarian against those
seen to be dangerously unorthodox and to prevent the communication
of their ideas, whether from within the country or without, to those
pondering the social, political, and economic ordering of society (Brink,
1984; Dean, 1976; Welsh, 1976). Gordimer (1972) describes the aim as
intellectual isolation from a given range of ideas, sees the printed word
as a particular target of control, and maintains that: "As South Africans
we do not know what the rest of Africa is thinking" (p. 29). Censorship
is an admission of the power of the written, spoken, and performed
word; Mphahlele (1967c) sites that power in political events used as
literary themes, although there are clearly many more contexts in which
the authorities fear its threat.
There is a crucial distinction between the censorship of facts and ideas.
The suppression of fact is not only a problem in itself but doubly
insidious as it affects the development of ideas. This has been described
more evocatively as "ideas under arrest" (Kunene, 1981). Censorship
of fact thus becomes the control of opinion through the manipulation
of public information in particular. This opens up the opportunity
for political myth-making in order to monopolize control, distorting
the information system of the community (Budlender, 1983). Boesak
(1983; 1984, pp. 52-61) describes how the South African authorities tried
to ban the concept of Black theology, which challenges White
assumptions about Christianity, by restricting literature and those who
wrote and disseminated it, and concludes that once an idea has taken
root, it is futile to try and ban it. Works of Black theology "question,
radically, the institutions and practices of an apartheid-based society"
and thus infringe censorship's aim "to preserve political orthodoxy and
moral conformism by isolating the public from radical political thought
and contemporary literary trends" (Dugard, 1980, p. 67). Thus, "the
clumsy censorship apparatus cut like a rusty scythe into the freedom
of reading in English, the country's great means of access to the thought
and information, the very zeitgeist of the world at large" (Cope, 1982,
p. 75) in an exercise of thought and ideological control. Documents
articulating Black aspirations have been particularly threatened (du Toit,
1983).
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Censorship is thus described unequivocally as a political act. It is an
explicit denial of the fact that a stable society requires knowledge of
itself, as well as evidence of a tendency in all societies in certain
circumstances to prefer the illusory stability which comes from cerebral
inertia. Researchers and writers have a disturbing tendency to emerge
with uncomfortable facts and challenging ideas. Brink (1983), employing
a medical analogy, argues that a healthy society absorbs such dissidence
and profits from it as a means of avoiding the terminal illness of a
paralysis of ideas. The inevitable corollary is that diseased societies,
unsure of theit stability or legitimacy, use censorship to repress
unwelcome ideas and harass those who circulate them. In such cases,
"the body is not only sick but ignorant of its ailment and its true needs.
Unless it is diagnosed in time it may well prove to be sickness unto
death" (p. 54).
Du Toit's (1983) analysis of the working of the system in South Africa
since 1963 shows some revealing trends. The main target has been
publications of a political nature; the major actor in the process of
referral of material has been the police, and there has been an increase
in the proportion of titles banned for possession. Some of these trends
have been confirmed in more recent years. From 1981-82 to 1984-85,
90.5% of 6,539 original submissions to the Directorate of Publications
were made by agents of the state such as the police, customs and excise
authorities, and the directorate itself, and only 9.5% by the public and
publishers (Merrett, 1988, p. 182). Taking a longer time span, from 1981
to 1987, the proportion attributable to state agents rises to 92% (South
Africa, 1981-87). Surrounding the process of censorship is a degree of
legalism which attempts to clothe it in legitimacy in spite of the fact
that straightforward appeal to the courts about the decisions of the
Directorates of Publications and Security Legislation is impossible.
NATURE OF INTELLECTUAL ENDEAVOR
It is self-evident that censorship is antipathetic to the concept of honest
intellectual endeavor. The Academic Freedom Committees of the
Universities of Cape Town and the Witwatersrand (Witwatersrand, 1974)
have declared that academic freedom includes the right of free expression
in study and research, and the duty to subject all ideas, practices, and
assumptions to rigorous scrutiny. There can be little doubt that
censorship is indicative of an authoritarian desire to harness education
to the aims of the state so as to produce pliant, contented, and
unquestioning citizens in respect of major social and political issues
(Welsh, 1972). On the other hand, the purpose of a university is pre-
eminently the search for truth and knowledge in the service of all
humanity-the fundamental obligation of the intellectual-and these
objectives will cause an inevitable collision with imposed ideology and
nationalism (Edward, 1976; Welsh & Savage, 1977). Universities recognize
that there is no exclusive possession of truth and that, as centers of
critical analysis, there is no topic which should be removed from scrutiny
(Moulder, 1977). Cope (1982) quotes Etienne Le Roux as defending the
"anarchism of the mind" central to the creative intellectual process
but threatened by ideologically derived values imposed by the state (p.
123). Cope also points out that truth, so highly prized by the university,
is no defense against the banning of publications in South Africa.
Universities at their best have seen themselves not as the practitioners
of intellectual games but as relevant to humanity as a whole. This
has been their historical defense against the arbitrary power exercised
for vested interest by the state and, in the past, by the church. Chomsky
(1972) believes universities should be, "so far as possible, independent
of the influence of external powers, state or private, and of militant
factions within" (p. 59). Such a sentiment provides the condition to
satisfy Andreski's (1976) problem that: "In scientific study there must
be freedom to choose not only the method but also the question, as
very often the most difficult step is to get an idea of a good question"
(p. 59). In those disciplines such as the social sciences which threaten
authority most clearly, this becomes problematic when confronted by
censorship. Writing as a Black academic in the mid-1960s, Mphahlele
put forward this apocalyptic vision: "Intellectual freedom in South
Africa exists only in the sense in which an overseer of an outdoor prison
can tell a man he is free to run away and then, when the prisoner
makes a dash for it, he is gunned down-for attempting to escape"
(1967c, pp. 210-11).
State censorship in South Africa means that the authorities have
arrogated for themselves processes which should be the preserve of
universities and other centers of intellectual activity. State compulsion
overrides critical analysis, discourse, and the construction of theory,
ideas, and a body of fact (van der Vyver, 1983). Many writers see apartheid
as a form of institutionalized violence. Its manifestation in censorship
is the university's burden in an authoritarian society. It may be seen
as violence perpetrated against peaceful intellectual endeavor, against
creativity, and against free-ranging inquiry or research (Brink, 1983).
In assessing the work submitted to it, the Directorate of Publications
considers its impact on the "average reader," but university scholars
are not average readers. The directorate has similarly concerned itself
with veracity and partisanship in considering published work for
banning. Yet in healthy, mature societies, questions of truth and bias
have been left to the scrutiny of honest academics and other intellectuals.
In this way, the human rights of South African academics have been
subordinated to the demands of state security although, as pointed out
by van den Berghe (1979), intellectuals might take comfort in the fact
that so important and challenging are their methods and ideas that
they have to be censored by the state.
Responses from Universities
As institutions, universities have documented some of these effects but
there has been no united protest nor representation to government
(Welsh, 1976) much less concerted action. The traditionally liberal or
"open" universities have brought pressure to bear from time to time
(Bozzoli, 1977), but this has been criticized as standardized liberal
opposition to apartheid (Rich, 1984) which has not involved a call for
fundamental structural change. There is evidence of acceptance of the
system as a fact of South African life, and devolution of responsibility
to the administrative fiat and legal interpretation of the librarian. Welsh
(1976) points out that the permit system extended to libraries by
government supposes prior knowledge of the contents of works which,
in the case of those deemed "possession prohibited," are theoretically
inaccessible, requiring a speculative approach to the literature (p. 22).
"Regrettably, there appears to be good reason to believe that in academic
libraries, as in all others, the greatest dangers to intellectual freedom
are more often internal than external" (Cors, 1983, p. 123). Translated
into a South African context, this would include overzealous application
of the law by librarians and a tendency not to buy books which, because
of their subject content or the name of their author, might be banned
in future. This added to the unsophisticated approach to banning in
the period 1963-74 in which the authorities appeared to select targets
on the basis of title keywords such as "black," "socialism," and "revolt"
(Hatchen & Giffard, 1984, p. 160). More recently, the impact has fallen
upon Black descriptions of the Black South African experience such
as Rantete's The Third Day of September (Marcus, 1985, p. 73).
Impact on Academics
A number of academics have recorded their view of the impact of
censorship upon research:
Already there are many areas of study in the sociological and political fields
where South African scholars cease to be aware of what is happening
elsewhere in the world, and through this lack of awareness are even ignorant
of the extent of their ignorance. Universities, to fill their role adequately,
must know what developments are taking place elsewhere in the world,
but in such critical areas this ceases to be possible. (Bozzoli, 1977, p. 195)
Welsh (1976) takes this a step further, asking "can scholars who live
and work in South Africa, and whose fields of interest bring them into
potential conflict with censorship, retain their intellectual integrity and
comply with the law" (p. 27)? In looking at the discipline of history
in which its practitioners were increasingly seeking currency and
relevance, Garson (1973) foresaw a growing conflict between academic
work and the censor which would result in the exiling of leading
academics to the richer pastures of published material abroad. He saw
the greatest danger as:
the temptation simply to cease asking the questions that can only be answered
by using the censored material. The effect would be to leave whole segments
of South African history entirely to historians working and publishing
abroad only. (p. 6)
Similarly, Welsh (1976) identified a consistent government policy against
works labeled "communistic" and concluded that: "A scholarly, deep
study of Marxism, unfettered by witting or unwitting breach of the
law, is not legally possible in South Africa today" (p. 27). Other writers
have identified and confirmed such affected areas as sociology, history,
political science, law, economics, contemporary South African literature,
and any historical, political, or social issues espoused by banned
organizations.
Writers have confirmed the exilic tendency of censorship, pointing out,
however, the damaging effect of estrangement from the researcher's
natural milieu (see Adam, 1977; Gordimer, 1976; Grant, 1977; Mphahlele,
1967a; Welsh, 1976; Welsh & Savage, 1977). Others have debated the
possible stimulus to ingenuity and creativity, solidarity and awareness
which censorship might in certain circumstances encourage, although
Brink (1980, 1983) pessimistically concludes that paralysis is a more
likely consequence. Garson (1973) similarly counters the stimulant
theory by warning of the "weaken[ing of] the creative and scholarly
impulse to probe whole areas of our own history" (p. 9). And, according
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to Merrett (1986b, p. 89), "many academics give up lines of enquiry
which will result in a real or imagined bibliographic dead end" due
to censorship.
An important but little documented effect of censorship is mentioned
by Adam (1977, p. 270) who describes the capitulation of some academics
as they opt for privatism which manifests itself as safe, conservative
research of a noncontroversial nature. Such detached pursuit amounts
to little more than the indulgence of academic hobbies of limited
relevance to humanity, or seemingly radical but abstruse theoretical work
int'elligible only to fellow practitioners. The effects of censorship have
a particularly devastating effect on the position of those academics who
acquiesce with the system and compromise their work by witting or
unwitting disregard of that of others because it is difficult or impossible
to consult, or because it is forbidden to quote (Kuper, 1979). In this
fashion, orthodoxy and nervousness have created self-censorship which,
even in a mild form, has tended to avoid naming sources. Such orthodoxy,
in the opinion of the Academic Freedom Committees of the Universities
of Cape Town and the Witwatersrand, has "undermine[d] high standards
of scholarship" (Witwatersrand, 1974, p. 29). Self-censorship is an
inevitable component of the South African academic process as a
consequence of a system which has been in place for 25 years. Indeed,
this may be the greatest and ultimate triumph of the censor, as
expectations of acquiescence and adherence to a restrictive code backed
by considerable legal sanctions are not easy to ignore (Welz, 1987, p.
10; Adam, 1977, p. 269; Meer, 1979, p. 71).
Van Niekerk (1987) has written on the phenomenon of self-censorship
in the field of legal academic publishing, noting that its effects on
articles in periodicals have exceeded the known instances of direct threats
made to publishers in respect of printing contracts and subscriptions.
Consequently, South African law periodicals contain laudatory,
uncritical articles deferring to the judiciary. He claims that in the 1970s,
only four outspoken articles in respect of the judiciary were published
in South Africa. Those who dissented, of whom he was one, had to
"rely on time and history for their vindication" (p. 174). He also blames
self-censorship for the existence of an "extensive no-go area for academic
scrutiny around a vast area of the justice domain ... a priori abdication
of a role of academic dissidence" (p. 175) and academic cowardice.
Consequently, the debate has been heavily tilted toward those wielding
power rather than those attempting to keep the powerful in check.
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Where the censorship system has been liberalized for the benefit of bona
fide academic research, university scholars are taking advantage of a
concession denied to those who are not part of such communities
(Garson, 1973) and which should form part of basic civil rights for
all. In creating a cleavage between those inside and outside the walls
of the university, for those inside whose critical work is not banned
there may be the suspicion that they are being used by the authorities
to create an impression of normalcy (Brink, 1983). For academics of
strong political conviction there is resentment at the need for form
filling, registers of usage and the permission of a librarian, not only
because of the denial of academic liberty but also because of a sense
that they are being used to legitimize a system of control. In recent
years, this restraint upon academic endeavor has been noted abroad,
fueling the call for an academic boycott of South Africa (Merrett, 1986a),
although this was foreseen over a decade ago (Thompson, 1977).
Consequences for the Position of Universities in Society
There is general agreement that censorship severely restricts the relevance
of the university to society as a whole. Hugo (1970) remembers "Shaw's
truism that there was never yet a truth that did begin as blasphemy"
(p. 9) and sees restriction of academic freedom as the flouting of a
historical process. It has discouraged, in many instances, that other
part of university endeavor-academic responsibility and relevance to
all humanity-which is too often seen simply as academic freedom.
Thus we have an image of universities under a permanent state of
emergency, in which research is primarily directed at those social and
economic issues acceptable to the government (Budlender, 1979; Frankel,
1984). A concomitant obstacle to research of social relevance and
historical significance is noted by Welsh and Savage (1977). In fact,
radical innovation in science and technology is welcomed while its
counterpart in the social sciences receives a different reception (Chomsky,
1973; Budlender, 1977). Thompson (1977) believes that the restraints
placed on universities are contributing to a general level of ignorance
in society as a whole, as well as the growing secretiveness of the South
African body politic.
Models of Censorship
Writers on the phenomenon of censorship for two decades have differed
in their emphases, but a number of common themes have emerged.
First, censorship is seen as an overtly political act whose tactics are
linked to the perceived legitimacy and security of the State. Second,
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the very need for censorship is a tribute to the power and importance
of rational thought and the written and printed word. Third, it is a
clear contradiction of universally held concepts of the purpose of a
university and, in fact, constitutes a form of institutional violence against
them. Fourth, cut off from a body of published work to varying degrees,
academics have left the country, resorted to privatism, or acquiesced
in the system and indulged in self-censorship. Fifth, censorship has
contributed to a number of schisms. Within universities it has created
a divisiveness based on actual or desired responses by different groups,
but more importantly, it has opened up a divide between universities
and the communities which surround them, diminishing their social
relevance.
Preliminary Work
In mid-1985, all academics working in the arts and social science faculties
at the Durban and Pietermaritzburg campuses of the University of Natal
were asked by questionnaire about the effects of censorship on their
teaching and research (Merrett, 1986b). The response rate was 46% from
a total population of 205. Half of the respondents claimed that their
personal academic activity had been hindered. In describing their
research, 83% of those hindered reported limitations on access to factual
information, 63% had limited access to the theoretical concepts of others,
and 54% commented on obstacles to the framing of research questions.
Over two-thirds blamed their predicament upon the actions of librarians.
A majority recommended maximum possible circumvention of the law,
while a smaller but significant group suggested that it be ignored
altogether. The survey contained a number of methodological problems
but acted as a prototype for the present study and pointed to a need
to examine, at a national level, some of the issues raised. A direct
comparison is not possible, however, as the 1985 survey considered
teaching as well as research.
THE SURVEY
Like all surveys, this one has its own clearly drawn limits. Under the
heading "State censorship and the academic process," the first two
structured questions relate to the accessibility of published material.
This involves that work restricted in various ways by the Publications
Act (Act 42 of 1974) and the Internal Security Act (Act 74 of 1982) which
may be subdivided into five categories as shown in Table 2.
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TABLE 2
CENSORSHIP OF PUBLISHED MATERIAL IN SOUTH AFRICA
Publications Act
1. Section 47(2): A publication may be deemed to be undesirable if it:
(a) is indecent or obscene, offensive or harmful to public morals;
(b) is blasphemous or offensive to the religious convictions or feelings of any section
of the inhabitants of the RSA;
(c) brings any section of the inhabitants of the RSA into ridicule or contempt;
(d) is harmful to relations betweens sections of inhabitants;
(e) is prejudicial to the safety of the State;
(f) discloses certain judicial proceedings.
Such publications may not be imported, circulated, sold, displayed or loaned without
a permit.
2. Section 9(3) prohibits possession of certain titles without a permit.
Internal Security Act
3. Section 16(1) persons convicted of terrorism, treason or other offenses;
Section 16(2) persons listed as members of the South African Communist Party and
Congress of Democrats;
Section 19(1) persons restricted to a given magisterial district;
Section 20 persons prohibited from gatherings;
Section 23 persons in exile declared prohibited;
Section 28, 29, 31 and 50 persons detained.
All work is banned and may not be quoted. (As of 4 August 1989, 537 names were published
as listed or banned in this way.)
4. Section 56(lc) organizations proscribed under various proclamations relating to the
Suppression of Communism Act (1950), Unlawful Organizations Act (1960) and
Internal Security Act (1982).
All work is banned and may not be possessed without a permit.
5. Section 5 publications banned for furthering the aims of communism or reflecting
the opinion of banned organizations.
Titles banned for possession without a permit.
For further details, see de Jager (1983) and Merrett (1985).
The survey does not, therefore, consider censorship in its broader
manifestations. It has been argued, for example, that the system of
differential education is the greatest censor of them all, or that even
wider social and economic inequalities are a fundamental obstacle to
the flow of information and ideas. Similarly, the issue of prior censorship
is not considered in questions 1 and 2. This involves cutting off
information at its source by the State using a number of legislative
devices. One is the Public Safety Act (Act 3 of 1953) which, through
States of Emergency, has spawned a range of regulations inhibiting
data collection and its publication. These are paralleled by clauses
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contained in non-Emergency statutes concerning a wide range of social
and economic issues (such as uranium, petroleum, nuclear power,
defense, prisons, the police, and national key points) about which very
little can be learned or published without State authorization. These
two questions are therefore constructed to derive a quantitative
assessment of the censorship problem in librarians' terms: access to
published literature.
The third and fourth questions are free format and more expansive. They
broaden the survey to security measures affecting research as well as book
banning, and seek to elicit general opinion about this wider censorship
and the steps which should be taken by universities to counter it.
Each recipient was sent a questionnaire, a cover letter, and a stamped
addressed envelope. The survey questionnaire and cover letter are
reproduced in Appendices A and B. The former was sent in both English
and Afrikaans, the latter in either English or Afrikaans, depending on
the official or predominant medium of the university in question. The
letter explained the purpose of the exercise and stressed its confi-
dentiality. Questionnaires were dispatched in early June 1987 with a
deadline of July 15. The short time span may have deterred some
respondents, although replies were received after the deadline.
In consultation with the Human Sciences Research Council, it was
decided to contact all full-time, permanent academics in selected
departments at all South African universities. This involved twenty
institutions and excluded Medunsa, whose Clinical Psychology
department was assumed to be medicine-oriented. The seven chosen
departments fall into two groups. Five departments (Group A in Table
3) encompassing the social sciences in a broad sense were expected to
be badly affected, and a further two (Group B) with obvious connections
to the social sciences were not expected to be as heavily inconvenienced.
The questionnaires were color coded by department so as to assist
preliminary sorting on their return. The names of recipients were
extracted from university yearbooks and calendars for 1987, except in
the cases of UNIBO, UCT, UDW, UNIN, UNITRA, and UZ, where the
latest available publications were dated 1986. The lists compiled were
kindly double checked by the staff of the HSRC. Honorary staff and
technicians were excluded where this was evident from calendar entries.
In all, 1352 academic staff were contacted, broken down by university
and department in Table 4.
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TABLE 3
DEPARTMENTS CONTACTED AND THEIR SCOPE
Group Department' Scope
A History Excluding separate Economic History departments
but including economic historians who are part of
conflated departments. Including Institute of
Historical Culture (UP) and African Cultural
History (US)
Law Including all branches of the discipline
Philosophy Including Political Philosophy, and Institute for the
Study of Marxism (US)
Politics Including International Relations (WITS), Public
Administration (UFH), Institute for Strategic
Studies (UP) and National Strategy (RAU)
Sociology Including Industrial Sociology (PUCHE)
B Fine Arts Including History of Art where relevant
Psychology Including Industrial Psychology (UOFS, PUCHE,
RAU and US) and Pedagogics (UPE)
'Slight variations in departmental names were ignored.
Table 5 shows that 424 returns were made, comprising 31.4% of the
population. Twenty-three (or 5.4%) were invalid, returned incomplete
as the recipients were on sabbatical, had left the university, or were
otherwise uncontactable, leaving an overall response rate of 29.7%. This
was a disappointingly low proportion of the total population canvassed,
but was considered large enough for various inferences and trends to
be drawn. The returns are analyzed by university in Table 6. In ranking
these institutions around the median, an overall pattern becomes clear:
a relatively good response from the Afrikaans medium centers, indifferent
reaction from the five "open" universities, and a poor return from the
Black campuses. In the cases of UNIBO (Bophuthatswana), UFH
(Ciskei), UNITRA (Transkei), and VENDA, this may be attributed in
part to a distribution problem: the stamped addressed envelopes bore
South African stamps not valid for the return journey. A number of
respondents committed their replies to their university's franking
machine.
Table 7 analyzes the 401 valid returns by subject. The percentage of
valid returns as ranked bears some relation to the assumptions underlying
Groups A and B, if it is correct to expect that those heavily affected
by censorship are more likely to return a questionnaire on the topic
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TABLE 4
QUESTIONNAIRES DISPATCHED BY UNIVERSITY AND SUBJECT
University A B C D E F G Total
UNIBO
UCT
UDW
UFH
UND
UNP
UNINa
UOFS
UPE
PUCHEb
UP
RAU
RHODESc
UNISA
US
UNITRA
VENDA
UWC
WITS
UZd
TOTAL
3 6 25
18 12 20 6
5 9 L1 3
3 3 11 3
6 17 2
9 7 10 3
4 23 5
6 5 22 3
4 12 3
7 6 27 5
10 10 33 6
5 19 5
7 6 10 4
17 27 87 10
16 10 15 5
4 10 2
4 7
9 14 5
20 13 33 9
7 10 3
121 157 416 82
5 7 4 50
12 15 12 95
2 9 5 44
5 6 4 35
4 14 7 50
3 8 3 43
6 10 4 52
4 20 6 66
3 17 6 45
4 17 12 78
9 17 7 92
7 19 4 59
4 12 5 48
23 39 19 222
12 29 9 96
3 5 4 28
3 4 2 20
2 28 10 68
15 20 14 124
4 10 3 37
130 306 140 1352
Notes
(a) Includes Qwa Qwa campus at Phutaditjhaba
(b) Includes Vaal Triangle campus
(c) Includes East London division
(d) Includes Umlazi campus
Abbreviations
A = Fine Arts
B = History
C = Law
D = Philosophy
E = Political Studies
F = Psychology
G = Sociology
than those less affected. Thus the best response was received from History
(Group A) and the worst from Fine Arts (Group B). The other five
disciplines fall into a relatively narrow band equidistant from the best
and worst cases. However, within this intermediate cluster, the best
response-and second best overall-was from Psychology (Group B).
The invalid returns were distributed relatively evenly by subject and
show no obvious bias, although Philosophy and Sociology had none.
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TABLE 5
QUESTIONNAIRES RETURNED BY UNIVERSITY AND SUBJECT
University A B C D E F G Total
UNIBO 0 0 2 0 1 0 3
UCT 2 6 6 2 2 8 4 30
UDW 1 4 2 0 0 1 1 9
UFH 1 0 3 0 0 1 0 5
UND 3 5 1 1 4 1 15
UNP 3 3 4 3 2 4 1 20
UNIN 0 5 1 0 0 1 7
UOFS 1 2 9 0 0 6 5 23
UPE 2 5 1 0 7 1 16
PUCHE 1 3 10 0 2 10 1 27
UP 4 6 6 1 4 8 2 31
RAU 2 7 5 2 6 1 23
RHODES 0 4 4 0 0 7 1 16
UNISA 5 12 29 5 5 16 11 83
US 1 4 9 1 5 8 4 32
UNITRA 1 1 0 2 2 0 6
UWC 1 1 1 1 3 2 9
VENDA 2 2 0 0 0 4
WITS 6 5 4 1 7 7 2 32
UZ 2 2 2 0 1 0 7
UNKNOWN 1 1 1 3
LEFTa  3 4 7 0 3 6 0 23
TOTAL 28 66 123 25 37 106 39 424
Notes
(a) Questionnaires returned address unknown, etc.
Abbreviations
A = Fine Arts
B = History
C = Law
D = Philosophy
E = Political Studies
F = Psychology
G = Sociology
Tables 8 to 12 summarize the responses to question 1. Over one quarter
of the respondents maintained that their research had been hampered
by the inaccessibility of banned literature (Table 8). Only one discipline,
Political Studies, showed a majority of respondents affected, followed
by three-Fine Arts (Group B), History, and Philosophy-in which
about one-third were affected. Sociology showed a rate just above one-
quarter and Law slightly greater than one-fifth. The lowest rate was
reported by Psychology at about one-sixth, as anticipated from a Group
B discipline. Among the negative respondents there is, of course, no
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TABLE 6
QUESTIONNAIRES RETURNED BY UNIVERSITY RANKED RESPONSE (%)
UNPa 46.5
RAU 39.0
UNISA 37.4
UPE 35.6
UOFS 34.8
PUCHE 34.6
UP 33.7
RHODES 33.3
US 33.3
UCT 31.6 Median
UNf)a 30.0
WITS 25.8
UNITRA 21.4
UDW 20.5
VENDA 20.0
UZ 18.9
UFH 14.3
UNIN 13.5
UWC 13.2
UNIBO 6.0
Notes
(a) Average for University of Natal = 37.6 percent
Three responses were received in which the university was unrecorded.
TABLE 7
QUESTIONNAIRES RETURNED BY SUBJECT: RANKED RESPONSE
Valid Valid
Subject Sent Returned (number) (percentage)
History 157 66 62 39.5
Psychology 306 106 100 32.7
Philosophy 82 25 25 30.5
Law 416 123 116 27.9
Sociology 140 39 39 27.9
Political Studies 130 37 34 26.2
Fine Arts 121 28 25 20.7
TOTAL 1352 424 401 29.7
way of knowing whether they have consciously or unconsciously avoided
topics likely to involve the use of banned literature (privatism).
The breakdown of response by university (Table 9) shows a very clear
pattern. All five open universities scored an above-average rate of
hindrance. All the Afrikaans medium universities had figures well below
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TABLE 8
QUESTION 1
Has your research work ever been hindered by the inaccessibility of banned literature?
If yes, please describe the particular areas of research affected:
Response A B C D E F G Total
Yes 8 21 24 9 21 17 11 111
No 17 41 92 16 13 83 28 290
Percentage
yes 32.0 33.9 20.7 36.0 61.8 17.0 28.2 27.7
AREAS OF RESEARCH AFFECTED
African National Congress B, E
Alienation A
Angola E
Apartheid, psychology of F
Art, erotic A
Art, political (South Africa & Third World) A
Art, pop A
Banned organizations C
Civil liberties and human rights C
Collective behavior G
Conflict handling & crisis management F
Consciousness F
Culture, black & ANC A
Decolonization F
Detention & solitary confinement F
Education, black B
Eroticism A
Fanon E
Feminist studies A
Government decision-making C
Group areas B
History (South Africa & Africa) B, F, G
History, urban (South Africa) B
Judicial processes C
Justice, ANC perspectives C
Labour economics, control and relations A, B, F, G
Law, constitutional C
Law, customary C
Law, labor C
Law, people's C
Law, politics of C
Law, private C
Law, security C
Law, sociology of C
Legal system (South Africa) C
Legal systems, socialist & Marxist C
Literary theory G
Marriages, mixed C
Marxist theory A, E
Mental health F
Mozambique E
Namibia C, E
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Nationalism (South Africa & Africa) B
Passive resistance B
Political economy G
Political opinion C
Political theory B
Politics, black South African B, E, F, G
Politics, extra Parliamentary G
Politics, opposition South African B, E
Politics, racial C
Politics, revolutionary E
Pornography A
Prisoners, political C
Prisons C
Psychology, African F
Psychology, colonial F
Psychopolitics F
Racial prejudice, social psychology of F
Resettlement A
Resistance movements G
Restricted persons C
Revolution, theory of B
Social theory G
Socialism E
Sociology, military E
South African Communist Party B, E
Soviet Union E
State, theory of G
Torture E
Trade unions and black workers C, D, F, G
Transkei G
Warfare, guerilla E
Abbreviations
A = Fine Arts
B = History
C = Law
D = Philosophy
E = Political Studies
F = Psychology
G = Sociology
average. The position of the Black universities is less clear cut and
probably skewed by the poor response rate (see Table 6). A further
breakdown by university for question 1 (Tables 11 and 12) was not
considered relevant. An analysis on the basis of age bracket (Table 10)
identified the 30-39 range as having a hindrance factor 10% above average.
All other age brackets showed a lower than average hindrance factor.
The areas of research affected are many and varied, and illustrate the
considerable interdisciplinary overlap involved in intellectual endeavor
(Table 8). This suggests that the boundaries drawn around academic
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YES
2
15
6
0
6
9
2
3
2
4
6
5
6
14
6
3
2
4
13
2
RANKED RESPONSE IN TERMS OF % YES
66.6 UDW
66.0 UNIBO
50.0 UCT, UNITRA, VENDA
45.0 UNP
44.4 UWC
40.6 WITS
40.0 UND
37.5 RHODES
28.6 UNIN, UZ
21.7 RAU
19.4 UP
18.8 US
16.9 UNISA
14.8 PUCHE
13.0 UOFS
12.5 UPE
00.0 UFH
Note: Key to University abbreviations is in Table 1.
disciplines contain an artificiality which is negated by common
philosophical and methodological approaches from individuals on
different sides of those boundaries. In this fashion, for instance, Fine
Arts is almost as heavily affected by censorship as History. Certain
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TABLE 9
YES/No RESPONSE BY UNIVERSITY
NO
UNIBO
UCT
UDW
UFH
UND
UNP
UNIN
UOFS
UPE
PUCHE
UP
RAU
RHODES
UNISA
US
UNITRA
VENDA
UWC
WITS
UZ
1
15
3
5
9
11
5
20
14
23
25
18
10
69
26
3
2
5
19
5
TABLE 10
YES/No RESPONSES BY AGE
Age range Yes No % Yes
20-29 5 22 18.5
30-39 58 101 36.5
40-49 31 . 101 23.4
50-59 14 51 21.5
60+ 3 10 23.0
Not declared 0 5 00.0
Totals 111 290
research areas demonstrate this well: labor economics and the trade
unions, South African and African history, Black politics (and
opposition), and Marxist theory, bearing out the sentiments expressed
in secondary sources already mentioned. Many other areas mentioned
by one discipline only are closely linked to these core areas.
Table 11 deals with the 111 respondents who felt hindered by censorship.
They were invited to specify the resultant problem under up to four
headings; the percentage figures in this table thus exceed 100%. Under
one-fifth named the inability to frame research questions; this affected
Psychology in particular, together with Philosophy and Law. Nearly
three-quarters mentioned access to relevant theoretical work,
particularly in Fine Arts, Law, Psychology, and Sociology. In all
disciplines except History, this was listed by over half the respondents.
Nearly two-thirds complained of lack of access to factual data, most
notably in Sociology, followed by Fine Arts and Law. A number of
other factors were listed, most notably delays in research. One respondent
mentioned consequent use of secondary sources, but there was a
surprising lack of response in terms of inability to quote. Either sources
are being paraphrased or researchers are simply ignoring the law.
Table 12 assesses the consequences for the 111. About one-quarter reported
failure to start research, a factor affecting all disciplines except History.
Only one-tenth mentioned premature termination of research, an issue
of importance in Fine Arts and Political Studies in particular, but also
Psychology and Sociology. Well over half of the respondents complained
that censorship resulted in incomplete or academically unacceptable
work, although 13.6% of this group emphasized that this meant only
incomplete. Law, History, Psychology, and Political Studies were
particularly affected. If factors 1 and 2 are seen as hampering research
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TABLE 11
QUESTION 1
Has the problem been: inability to frame basic research questions (1)?
lack of access to relevant theoretical work (2)?
denial of factual information (3)?
other factors (4)?
RESPONSE A B C D E F G TOTAL
NO. HINDERED 8 21 24 9 21 17 11 111
PERCENTAGE
AFFECTED BY
1 00.0 19.0 20.8 22.2 14.3 29.4 18.2 18.9
2 87.5 47.6 83.3 55.5 66.7 82.4 81.8 71.2
3 75.0 61.9 70.8 22.2 61.9 52.9 81.8 62.2
4a 12.5 14.3 04.2 33.3 04.8 00.0 00.0 08.1
Note
(a) Factors identified were:
Delays B, C
Inability to quote D
Isolation D
Special permission required D
Use of secondary sources B
Unspecified E
A related factor noted was:
Restriction on township fieldwork A
Abbreviations
A = Fine Arts
B = History
C = Law
D = Philosophy
E = Political Studies
F = Psychology
G = Sociology
in its formative and ongoing stages and factor 3 as relating to completion,
it is possible to categorize departments. Three groups emerge. Fine Arts
is clearly worse affected at the beginning of research projects, while
History and Law reap the consequences on completion. The position
is less clear with the other four disciplines but, in each case, the effect
on completion rated more highly than at the start or while in progress.
One-quarter of replies mentioned other factors, of which delays were
the most important. Use of material overseas, general anxiety about
the law, and frustration were all mentioned by three or more
departments. Significantly, two respondents reported a change in the
focus of their work.
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TABLE 12
QUESTION 1
Have the consequences been: failure to start research (1)?
premature termination of research (2)?
incomplete or academically unacceptable research (3)?
other factors (4)?
RESPONSE A B C D E F G TOTAL
NO. HINDERED 8 21 24 9 21 17 11 111
PERCENTAGE
AFFECTED BY
1 37.5 04.8 20.8 33.3 28.6 29.4 27.3 23.4
2 25.0 04.8 08.3 00.0 19.0 11.8 9.1 10.8
3 25.0 66.7 75.0 44.4 61.9 64.7 54.6 59.5
4a 37.5 14.3 12.5 44.4 23.8 23.5 27.3 22.5
Note
(a) Factors identified were:
Delays B, C, D, F, G
Use of material abroad A, C, E, F
General anxiety about the law C, D, E
Lack of motivation, frustration, and shift to
other research D, F, G
Consequential banning of work A
Resort to field work A
Abbreviations
A = Fine Arts
B = History
C = Law
D = Philosophy
E = Political Studies
F = Psychology
G = Sociology
Table 13 summarizes responses to question 2, which deals with the role
of university libraries. Well over one-third of the respondents had tried
to obtain banned material from their libraries in the past five years,
with below average scores in Law and Psychology (Group B). Fine
Arts (also Group B) had an average score and the remaining disciplines
were well above average. For historians, philosophers, political scientists
and sociologists, access to banned material is obviously very important.
The breakdown by university (Table 15) reveals patterns similar to Table
9, although they are less distinct. Again, the picture at Black universities
is obscured by low returns, and staff at open universities seek greater
access to banned materials than those at Afrikaans medium universities.
Comparing Tables 9 and 14 in the cases of UDW and UND, there is
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TABLE 13
QUESTION 2
Have you tried to obtain banned material from your university library within the last
five years?
RESPONSE A B C D E F G TOTAL
YES 9 36 29 15 26 17 22 154
NO 15 26 87 10 8 83 17 246
% YES 37.5 58.1 25.0 60.0 76.5 17.0 56.4 38.5
One respondent failed to answer the question.
If YES, have the reactions of librarians, in your opinion, been one
of the following?: responsive to the needs of research rather than the demands of the
law (1)
strict adherence to the law (2)
more restrictive than the law requires (if so, please specify
PERCENTAGE
REACTION A B C D E F G TOTAL
1 66.6 50.0 32.1 60.0 65.4 58.8 43.2a 51.3
2 22.2 47.2 67.9 40.0 30.8 41.2 56.8a 46.7
3b 11.1 02.8 00.0 00.0 03.8 00.0 00.0 02.0
Notes
(a) One respondent chose a mix of 1 and 2 and this answer has been divided pro rata.
(b) Examples quoted were the restriction of a book on the basis of its dustjactket, and
the retention of unbanned material in the banned book cupboard.
(c) Miscellaneous responses included:
Building of personal libraries F
Use of a nearby national library
to avoid university library
restrictions B
Abbreviations
A = Fine Arts
B = History
C = Law
D = Philosophy
E = Political Studies
F = Psychology
G = Sociology
the apparently contradictory situation of more academics being
hampered by censorship than having asked for material in the past
five years. This is explained by question 2, which asks if academics
have approached their own library for material. If they had approached
another library in the knowledge that titles were banned, the discrepancy
would be explained.
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TABLE 14
YES/No RESPONSE BY UNIVERSITY
YES NO
UNIBO 2 1
UCT 17 13
UDW 4 5
UFH 0 5
UND 5 10
UNP 6 13
UNIN 2 5
,UOFS 3 20
UPE 5 11
PUCHE 6 21
UP 9 22
RAU 10 13
RHODES 8 8
UNISA 23 60
US 7 25
UNITRA 4 2
VENDA 3 1
UWC 5 4
WITS 14 18
UZ 4 3
RANKED RESPONSE IN TERMS OF % YES
75.0 VENDA
66.6 UNIBO, UNITRA
57.1 UZ
56.7 UCT
55.5 UWC
50.0 RHODES
46.1 UNP
44.4 UDW
43.8 WITS
43.4 RAU
33.3 UND
31.3 UPE
29.0 UP
28.6 UNIN
27.7 UNISA
22.2 PUCHE
21.8 US
15.0 UOFS
00.0 UFH
Note: Key to abbreviations is found in Table 1.
The second part of question 2 (Table 13) is predicated on the extent
to which academics comprehend the demands of the law restricting
banned material. This is impossible to assess and the question is therefore
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TABLE 15
RANKED RESPONSIVENESS OF UNIVERSITY LIBRARIES TO NEEDS OF RESEARCH
University Return 1 2 3
UOFS 1 100.0%
UNP 6 83.3% 16.7%
UNITRA 4 75.0% 25.0%
UZ 4 75.0% 25.0%
RAU 9 66.6% 33.4%
WITS 15 60.0% 40.0%
UP 14 57.1% 35.7% 7.2%
UNISA 30 56.7% 40.0% 3.3%
US 8 56.3% 43.7%
UCT 17 47.1% 52.9%
PUCHE 7 42.9% 57.1%
UDW 5 40.0% 60.0%
UPE 4 37.5% 62.5%
RHODES 8 37.5% 62.5%
VENDA 3 33.4% 66.6%
UWC 5 20.0% 60.0% 20.0%
UNIBO 1 100.0%
UND 6 100.0%
UNIN 2 100.0%
UFH 0
Key
1. Responsive to the needs of research rather than the demands of the law.
2. Strict adherence to the law.
3. More restrictive than the law requires.
based upon the opinion of library users. The choice of reaction to
university library policy is mutually exclusive. A narrow majority of
those who had requested banned material felt that their libraries were
responsive to research needs rather than to the restrictions of the law,
but the lowest score was registered by Law. Just under half felt that
libraries adhered strictly to the law, with Law making the point most
emphatically and Fine Arts registering the lowest score. Only a negligible
number of people among Fine Arts, History, and Political Studies saw
their libraries as more restrictive than the law requires. Various
miscellaneous responses were recorded in reaction to factors 2 and 3.
In general, the responses contained in this survey were more tolerant
towards librarians than those recorded in the 1985 University of Natal
investigation (Merrett, 1986b, p. 90).
Response by university is ranked according to perceived responsiveness
to research needs (Table 15). Some patterns are invalidated by low returns
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and the picture is a confused one. While comprehension of the law
and expectation of the library are unquantifiable variables, the open
universities do not fare as well as might be expected.
Table 16, which summarizes the response to question 3, has about it
a degree of subjectivity. The major sentiment of each response was
categorized under twelve headings. Unfortunately, many respondents
misconstrued the question, assuming their discipline to mean a specific
research area rather than the broad subjects used in this survey. These
responses have been assigned to category 12, along with "no comment"
replies and blanks. The remaining responses have been grouped on
a tripartite basis. Excluding the unclassified comments of a specific
nature (6.4%), those replies indicating an adverse effect outnumbered
those arguing no effect by 2.3 to 1.
Many replies were repetitious and of a standard format. Others, however,
were more original and deserve separate consideration. One researcher
reported the "mortal wounding" of the process of comprehending
change and alternative scenarios in South Africa. Others recorded the
impoverishing effect on research, citing loss of objectivity, realism,
credibility and value, with resultant one sidedness and shallowness. Some
noted that certain research had become impossible and that an insidi-
ous process had been set in motion creating "closed areas" of South
African society. A social psychologist recorded the fact that he had given
up this field and become a laboratory researcher. The problem of
resultant self-censorship was frequently mentioned and respondents
noted "the closed and cloistered mentality," "the self-censored
imagination," "one dimensional thought" and the stifling of creative
thinking which led to research conducted within limited parameters
tending to the repetitious. One respondent described this as "research
neurosis," which connects with another's statement that "what we do
not know, we end up not wanting to know."
Detentions and the State of Emergency were named by several as stifling
research in crucial areas, for example, in the field of Political Studies,
where one researcher saw five years' work at risk because of totalitarian
trends. A number of specific fields were mentioned: alternative and
community-based structures, and decision-making in formal
government structures, for example. Legal researchers complained that
many banned persons were lawyers and the inaccessibility of their work
hindered constructive analysis of the legal system. The general danger
of criticizing numerous areas of State policy was obvious to many
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respondents, leading to a loss of relevance for the university to society
as a whole. One point of view saw researchers as an object of suspicion
by the State.
TABLE 16
QUESTION 3
Do you have any general comments on the effect State-initiated censorship (the banning
of books and other security measures) on research in your discipline?
A B C D E F G Total
1 1 18 14 6 13 13 10 75
2 6 11 31 7 4 23 13 95
3 3 6 8 2 2 6 1 28
4 3 2 0 1 0 0 1 7
5 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 7
6 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 3
7 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
8 0 4 0 0 1 0 1 6
9 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 2
10 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1
11 4 10 42 2 7 22 2 89
12 6 4 19 6 6 36 10 87
Abbreviations
A = Fine Arts
B = History
C = Law
D = Philosophy
E = Political Studies
F = Psychology
G = Sociology
1. Disastrous/heavy/serious
2. Some/moderate
3. Unacceptable/regrettable/irritating/inconvenient/unhealthy
4. Climate of hesitancy/conservatism/internal censorship created
5. Restricted access to State Archives
6. Fieldwork and practical application affected
7. Press censorship
8. Initiative passed overseas/detentions and deportations
9. Stimulus to use of unorthodox sources
10. Overglamorization of certain material
11. None
12. No comment/irrelevant comment/blank
Responses 1 to 4 express an adverse effect; 5 to 10, other specific comments; and 11,
no effect. From a diverse range of responses, it is thus pertinent to compare responses
1 to 4 with 11:
1-4 Adverse effect 205 65.3%
11 No effect 89 28.3%
5-10 General comments 20 6.4%
This summary excludes response 12.
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Another well-articulated consequence was the loss of initiative to South
African and foreign researchers abroad and a trend towards conservatism
in research within the country. The loss is not only measured in terms
of South African exiles but also in foreign students dissuaded from
studying in South Africa, while South African research is looked upon
with suspicion. Censorship has also reinforced the case of those arguing
for an academic boycott. One respondent described three months spent
in London consulting material on South Africa unobtainable at home;
another recorded the existence of American university libraries with
large South African holdings. As a result, one response recorded a feeling
of degradation as a result of censorship.
The question encouraged the documentation of obstacles to research
other than censorship of books. Limitations on use of archival material
and of current government records were mentioned, especially by
historians and political scientists, as were press censorship and exclusion
from certain areas such as bantustans and townships. A Fine Arts
researcher recorded the obstruction of his work by destruction, in 1985
by the South African Defence Force, of township artifacts, symbols,
and other manifestations of environmental improvement. Another
respondent made the point that authoritarianism in the body politic
had an effect on domestic university life and gave as an example the
censoring of a university publication by the administration.
Other responses varied. One reply argued that restrictions on quotation
were not a problem, as paraphrasing could be employed. Others
mentioned closed study groups which circulate banned material and
thereby bypass the State's purpose. From those who minimized
censorship's effects were comments about the greater problem posed
by economic sanctions and the reduced supply of books, and the quantity
of material available which counteracted censorship. There was support
for the idea that censorship stimulated over-exaggerated respect for
banned material but another view that the inaccessibility of banned
material encourages a laudable search for less orthodox sources of data.
Table 17 considers opinion regarding optimum university response.
Like Table 16, it involves an element of subjectivity, although responses
to question 4 were more wide ranging and it was not possible in every
case to identify just one major theme. The total number of responses,
therefore, exceeds that of the respondents. Categories 1 to 11 suggest
opposition of some form to the censorship system, although the methods
suggested vary from caution to active resistance. The largest group
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TABLE 17
QUESTION 4
How, in your opinion, should the universities react to the existence of censorship defined
in 3 above?
A B C D E F G TOTAL
1 7 7 11 6 6 9 2 48
2 0 3 6 3 5 2 7 26
3 1 10 28 10 8 15 8 80
4 0 7 6 2 4 8 3 30
5 8 21 30 9 7 26 11 112
6 0 8 9 2 4 9 2 34
7 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
8 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 3
9 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2
10 2 3 1 1 0 6 3 16
11 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 3
12 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 2
13 1 5 6 0 4 4 2 22
14 6 6 30 1 6 27 3 79
Abbreviations
A = Fine Arts
B = History
C = Law
D = Philosophy
E = Political Studies
F = Psychology
G = Sociology
1. Ignore the law/resist actively
2. Interpret law liberally/side-step/discreet resistance
3. Campaign actively against/protest/condemn/reject/oppose/publicize
4. Coordinate libraries/Committee of University Principals/professional associations
to oppose
5. Exemption to be provided for bona fide scholars (with an active buying policy)
6. Make representations to the State
7. Campaign for a 30-year embargo
8. Encourage researchers to travel
9. Discuss/research the problem
10. Administer within
11. React cautiously
12. Don't know
13. Accept/obey law/understand position of government/ignore
14. No response/blank/no comment/irrelevant comment
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These responses may be divided by type. Numbers 1 to 4 suggest some degree of opposition;
5, the recognition of a special position for university members; 6 to 11, some form of
indirect action; 12, no opinion; and 13, willingness to collaborate with the system.
1-4 Opposition 184 48.5%
5 Special position 112 29.6%
6-11 Indirect approach 59 15.6%
12 No opinion 2 0.5%
13 Collaboration 22 5.8%
This summary excludes response 14.
argued for special status for the academic community. The opposition
group totals 93.7% of responses compared with 5.8% supporting the
system and 0.5% undecided. These categories exclude blanks, irrelevant
responses, "no response" and "no comment," which constituted 17.2%
of the total.
As in the case of question 3, certain responses for various reasons deserve
highlighting. A small group extremely hostile to the censorship system
asked that universities decline their present role as agents of the system
and engage in civil disobedience. The pertinent point was made that
universities had never tested the willpower of the State in this matter
to see if it would actually prosecute. One respondent demanded that
universities forbid their staff to sit on any committee or board concerned
with censorship. Another group stressed the potential role of the library
and its collection policy in countering the long-term effects of
censorship. A specific idea was the promotion of an annual anti-
censorship day. Limited mention was made of university responsibility
to the public at large. However, a note of caution was sounded in respect
to Afrikaans-medium universities where political control was said to
make opposition of any sort difficult.
A number of variations were noted from within the authoritarian
viewpoint. Some of the support was unequivocal, for example, "I am
in favor of censorship." Other respondents stressed the importance of
obeying the law, especially in the abnormal situation of South Africa,
and argued that there was unnecessary emotionalism about the
censorship issue. A few responses were openly hostile to the survey itself:
"Bona fide research has never been hindered by state censorship and
I cannot see the need for this research project." Another respondent
said that the survey should have stressed censorship of pornography.
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Some respondents made a clear distinction between academic research
and political activity, and academics and the public, arguing for special
status for universities in society. Others extended this by asking for
the State to allow the university to police use of banned material on
a voluntary basis, to make sure that opposition to censorship is not
"politically inspired" and to vet research to make sure that it avoids
contentious issues.
SURVEY OF UNIVERSITY LIBRARIANS
In light of responses to question 2 as shown in Tables 13 and 15, especially
when compared with the results of the University of Natal pilot survey
(Merrett, 1986b), it was decided to send a complementary questionnaire
to the university librarians of the campuses involved in the survey. The
cover letter appears in Appendix C. The response rate was good at 70%;
replies were not received from the Universities of Bophuthatswana, Natal
(Durban), Orange Free State, Stellenbosch and the Western Cape, and
the Randse Afrikaanse Universiteit. The letter and questionnaire were
sent out in English only.
QUESTION 1 In its response to requests from your borrowers for
censored material, do you consider your library to be:
Responsive to research needs rather than the law's demands? 7
A strict adherent to the law? 7
More restrictive than the law requires? 0
The responses thus divide themselves evenly between a concern for the
law and responsiveness to research needs, although one respondent
queried the implicit reasoning that there is a clash of interest between
the two and labeled this "a leading question." One of the adherents
to the law pointed out that it is unwilling and another described the
library's policy as one of adherence, deleting the adjective strict.
QUESTION 2 Do you have any general comments on the effect of
State-initiated censorship (the banning of books and
other security measures) on research in your university?
Fundamental conflict with university purpose and
devaluation of research 3
Reluctance to abide by regulations and consequent low usage 3
Seen as threatening by users 1
Adverse effect on library service and user hostility 1
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Slight irritation 1
No problem for bona fide researchers 4
No comment 3
A bantustan university librarian put forward the opinion that the
territory's laws were less restrictive than those pertaining to the rest
of South Africa. These figures. add up to a total greater than the
population, as some respondents named more than one factor. Reducing
the responses to a level of generality, the results are:
Problematic 6
No/little problem 5
No comment 3
QUESTION 3 How, in your opinion, should the universities react
to the existence of censorship defined in [question] 2
above?
1. Refuse to conform 2
2. Oppose (unspecified) 3
3. Call for changes to the law 2
4. Petition for the unbanning of specific titles 1
5. Work for a system of restricted access 1
6. Act responsibly 1
7. Strive to provide information 1
8. Accept situation/do nothing 2
9. No comment/blank 1
Some responses (6-7) were vague in character and vulnerable to a variety
of interpretations. Ignoring these and "no comment" (9), the remainder
group themselves into three categories:
Opposition of various types (1-2) 5
Amelioration of various types (3-5) 4
Acceptance of the situation (8) 2
CONCLUSIONS
The main findings of this survey are as follows. First, a significant
group of academics continues to be affected by censorship. They come
from a variety of backgrounds, but those from the open and some Black
universities in the age range 30-39 predominate. In this context, a division
by traditional discipline seems largely irrelevant, the governing factor
being the research theme and methodological approach. The
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interdisciplinary nature of research is highlighted by the scenario of
academics from all seven disciplines researching aspects of labor
economics and trade unionism, Black politics and history from a Marxist
perspective, and falling afoul of censorship.
It follows logically that the main problem is access to theoretical work,
followed by data and research ideas. The ideas are suggested by the
socio-political context, and data can be collected from sources other
than books, but secondary sources are vital for putting research into
a theoretical construct. The major outcome seems to be incomplete work
which might also be unacceptable as a result. Failure to start research
and premature termination were less important, suggesting that, on
balance, censorship tends to subvert research rather than prevent it.
Second, access to banned material was shown to be particularly
important for historians, sociologists, political scientists, and
philosophers, particularly at open universities but also at others. The
perception of those who required access was that libraries are responsive
to research needs. However, a significant number saw libraries attaching
greater importance to the demands of the law, although few regarded
librarians as ultra-censors. The picture is mirrored almost exactly by
librarians' perceptions of their own institutions. It is impossible to gauge
the level of legal understanding, or expectation of librarians, but some
open universities emerge poorly from academics' assessment.
Third, responses which were valid indicated a majority view that
censorship had an adverse effect on research, vindicating the views of
commentators in the Introductory section. Particular aspects which
emerged were: exiling of South African research; impoverishment of
scholarship and, particularly, devaluation in foreign eyes; areas closed
entirely to South African research; self-censorship; and loss of relevance
of the university to those pursuing alternative visions of society.
The idea of censorship as a stimulant was accepted by some. Others
considered it less of a problem if evasory measures such as paraphrasing
banned authors or forming closed study groups were employed.
Librarians were equivocal in their opinions about the effect of censorship
compared with academics.
Finally, in considering how universities should respond to censorship,
those tendering a relevant opinion had overwhelming support for
opposition. Less than 6% supported authoritarianism. The nature of
opposition ranged from civil disobedience to the most popular single
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view, that of seeking special dispensation for academic researchers as
a defined group. Librarians also tended to favor opposition of various
types.
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APPENDIX A
Survey Cover Letter (English)
UNIVERSITY OF NATAL
Library
Our Ref: CEM/MAE 24 April 1987
Dear
STATE CENSORSHIP AND THE ACADEMIC PROCESS
As part of the Human Science Research Council's "Investigation into
Research Methodology" the University of Natal Library, Pietermaritzburg
is undertaking the above named project. South African academics in
selected disciplines are being canvassed by questionnaire in an attempt
to arrive at a quantitative measure of the censorship problem and also
to elicit general opinion on its impact. I hope you will feel able to
complete the enclosed questionnaire and return it to me as soon as
possible but not later than 15 July 1987 in the stamped, addressed
envelope provided.
Thank you very much indeed for your help. The replies will of course
be treated in the strictest confidence and no information about the
respondents will be revealed.
Yours sincerely,
C E Merrett
Deputy University Librarian
Encl.
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APPENDIX A (Cont.)
Survey Cover Letter (Afrikaans)
UNIVERSITY OF NATAL
Library
Ons verw: CEM/MAE 24 April 1987
Geagte
STAATSENSUUR EN DIE AKADEMIESE PROSES
Bogenoemde projek word tans deur die Biblioteek van die Universiteit van
Natal, Pietermaritzburg onderneem as deel van die RGN-ondersoek na
Navorsingsmetodologie. Suid-Afrikaanse akademici in geselekteerde
dissiplines word deur middel van die aangehegte vraelys gepols om sodoende
kwantitatiewe data rakende die probleem van staatsensuur en sy invloed in te
win.
Ek vertrou dat u die voltooide vraelys so gou moontlik, maar nie later as,
15 Julie 1987 aan my sal terugstuur in die ingeslote, geadresseerde koevert.
By voorbaat bale dankie vir u samewerking. Die response sal uiteraard as
vertroulik hanteer word en geen inligting oor die respondente sal opbenbaar
gemaak word nie.
Die uwe
C E Merrett
Adjunk-Bibl iotekaris
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APPENDIX B
Questionnaire (English)
STATE CENSORSHIP AND THE ACA
NAME
DEPARTMENT UNIVERSITY
1. Has your research work ever been hindered by the inaccessibility of
(Please tick appropriate box)
If YES
Please describe the particular ea(s) of research affected:
ADEMIC PROCESS
AGE
banned literature?
Has the problem been (Please tick one box or more)
inability oframe basic research questions? ... .................................
lack of access to relevant theoretical work? ....................................
denial of factual information? ................................................... 
other factors (if so please specify on the line below)? ..... ... .................
What were the consequences (Please tick the relevant box(es))
failure to start research? ..................................................................
premature t rmination of research? ........................................... .............
incomplete oracademically unacceptable research? ......................................
other factors (if so please specify on the line below)? ................. ... ........
2. Have you tried to obtain banned material from your university library within the last five years? 11
(Please tick appropriate box) YES
If YES
Have the reactions of librarians, in your opinion, been one of the following:
responsive tothe needs of research rather than the demands of the law? ...................... 12
strict adherence tothe law? ...................................... ...... .................. 13
more restrictive than the law requires (if so please specify in which way(s) on the line below)? 14
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YES NO
- - -- - -
APPENDIX B (Cont.)
Questionnaire (English)
3. Do you have any general comments on the effect of State initiated censorship (the banning of books and other
security measures) onresearch in your discipline?
4. How in your opinion should the universities r act o the existence ofcensorship defined in 3 above.
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APPENDIX B (Cont.)
Questionnaire (Afrikaans)
STAATSENSUUR EN DIE AKADENIESE PROSES
NAAM: AGE
DEPARTEMENT UNIVERSITEIT
. Is u navorsing openige stadium aan bande gele deur die ontoeganklikheid van verbanne literatuur?
(Merk asseblief in die toepaslike blokkie) I I
Indien JA JA NEE
Beskryf asseblief watter aspekte van die navorsing daardeur geraak is:
2
Was die probleem (merk asseblief in een of meer van die blokkies) 3
die onvermo u on basiese navorsingsvrae te formuleer? ...........................
die gebrek aan toegang tot die relevante oretiese w rke? ..................... 4
die weiering on ter saaklike feitelike inligting beskikbaar testel? ........... 5
ander faktore (indien wel, spesifiseer asseblief hieronder) .................... 6
Wat was die gevolge hiervan (merk asseblief in een of neer van die blokkies)
die onvermol om met die navorsing te begin? .................................
vervroegde opskorting van die navorsing? .....................................
onvolledige of akademies onaanvaarbare navorsing? ............................
ander faktore (indien wel, spesifiseer asseblief) 10
2. Het u gedurende die afgelope vyf jaar gepoog on verbanne materlaal by u universiteitsbiblioteek te
kry? (Merk asseblief indie toepaslike blokkie) Z I 11
Indien JA
Was die reaksie van die biblioteekpersoneel, volgens u mening, een van die volgende:
meer simpatiek teenoor die behoeftes van navorsing as teenoor die else van die wet? 12
streng onderwerping aan die wet? ................................. I. 13
meer beperkend as die wet (indien laasgenoeade geval. spesifiseer asseblief in 14
welke opsig)?
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APPENDIX B (Cont.)
Questionnaire (Afrikaans)
3. Het u enige algemene opmerkings oor die effek van staatsgelnisieerde sensuur (die verbanning van boeke, en
ander sekuriteitsmaatre41s), op navorsing in u dissipline?
4. Hoe behoort universiteite, volgens u mening, teenoor die felt van sensuur (soos omskryf in 3) te reageer?
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APPENDIX C
Complementary Questionnaire Cover Letter
UNIVERSITY OF NATAL
Library
Our Ref: CEM/MAE
Dear
STATE CENSORSHIP AND THE ACADEMIC PROCESS
As part of the Human Science Research Council's "Investigation into Research
Methodology" the University of Natal Library, Pietermaritzburg is under-
taking the above named project. Over 1300 academics in selected disciplines
at all South African universities have been canvassed by questionnaire in an
attempt to arrive at a quantitative measure of the impact of censorship and
to elicit general opinion. The HSRC has suggested to us that we send out a
similar questionnaire to all South African University Librarians in order
to gain a more rounded picture of the situation.
I would therefore be grateful if you could complete the enclosed questionnaire
and return it to me in the enclosed stamped, addressed envelope as soon as
possible. Thank you very much indeed for your help. The replies will of
course be treated in the strictest confidence and no information about the
respondents will be revealed.
Yours sincerely,
C E Merrett
Deputy University Librarian
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